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Chiropractic Treatment. 


“Cliropractic is derived from the Greek, 
and means. primarily, to do by hand,—hand 
manipulation” State v. Gatlagher, 101 Ark. 
omg, 1433. Wl 98; aud is delined as "a system 
of healing that treats disease by manipula- 
tion of the spinal column.” Webster's New 
Internat. Diet. Et is further said that “this 
method of so-called treatment is in no sense 
the product of medicine or surgery, and 
would, indeed, come nore nearly under the 
term costcopathy’ ’" State ve Jolson, 84 
Kan. 411, U4 Pae. 300. 

lt is generally held that one who practices 
or attempts to practice chiropractic treat- 
ment by adjusting er pretending to adjust the 
sping of a person afflicted with bodily ailment 
comes within a statute regulating the prac- 
tice of medicine. State v. Corwin, 14] Ta. 
420, FST NOW. G50, State vo Zechman (Ja.) 
J38 N. OW. 887. State ve Johnson, S4 Rau. 
$11, 114 Pac. 390: State v. Smith, 233 Mo. 
242, 135 8S, Ws 405: Swarts v. Siveny CR. 
7.) 85 Atl. 83, State v. Greiner, 63 Wasi. 
46. 114 Pae. 87. See also Ex p. Greenall, 
58 Cal. 7U7, M6 Pac, 804: State v. Miller, 
Hooda. 521, 124 N, WL 167, 

In State v. Smith, 233 Mo. 242, 135 8. 
W. 465, the court said: “In actual practice 
the chiropractor makes no physical examina- 
tion outside of the spinal column, Ife does 
not feel the pulse, take the temperature, 
preseribe any dict, or use any instruments, 
Ile‘simply examines the spinal column, de- 
termines whether or not a subluxation, as he 
ralls it, exists, and if he finds it, adjusts 
the same, Defendant practiced according to 
this system. . . It is a serious ques- 
tion whether defendant would not come 
within the original statute as one prac- 
ticing medicine or surgery. ‘he practice 
of medicine is not confined to the ad- 
ministration of drugs; nor is surgery jim- 
ited to the knife. When a physician advises 
his patient to travel for his health, he is 
practicing medicine. Broadly speaking, one 
is practicing medicine when he visits his 
patient, examines him, determines the nature 
of the disease, and prescribes the remedies 
he deems apprepriate. Bibber v, Simpson, 59 
Me. 181, ‘Tested by this rule the defendant 
was practicing medicine when he examined 
the patient's back, determined the trouble to 
be that a vertebra was subluxated. thereby 
impinging a nerve, and proceeded to employ 
what he considered an appropriate remedy, 
viz., a sudden downward pressure with the 
fingers, thereby adjusting the vertebrae and 
relieving the impingement. . .. The method 
of practice disclosed by this record may be 
harmless and useful, but it is a treatment 
for the sick, related, to say the least, to the 
practice of medicine or surgery, and 80 is 
within the terms of the statute.” And in 
State v. Johnson, 84 Kan. 411, 114 Pae. 
390, it was said: “The legislatume has, by 
the statutes referred to, treated osteopathy 
as a Beparate department, and covered all the 
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other branches of the healing art by the term 
‘medicine and surgery.’ As new schools of 
practice come into favor their followers must 
possess the requirements fer the practice of 
medicine or aurgery, or prevail upon the leg- 
islature to make separate provision for them 
as it has done for the osteopath.” 

In Arkansas, however, it has been held 
that the practice of chiropracties is not in- 
eluded within the meaning of practice of 
medicine as laid down by statute. State v. 
Gallagher, 101 Ark. 598, 143 S. W. 98, where- 
in it was said: “It is not and cannot be 
contended that chiropractics is a drug or 
medicine, within the meaning of the act, and 
although it is an agency in the common ac- 
ceptation of the term, and if that term had 
been used without the association in which 
it is found there is no doubt but that it 
would have included the practice of chiro- 
practics: but it was not so used. ap. 
The practice of chiropractics. as defined, un- 
derstood, and used in the treatment of ail- 
ments of the body, is not included within the 
definition of the practice of medicine in said 
statute, and not limited by it to those only 
who have procured certificates in accordance 
with said act. This statute was not 
intended to include the practice of osteopathy, 
which chiropractics more nearly resembles 
than it does the practice of medicine.” 





